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Special Accounts Senior Management 
Committee (SASMC)  
Meeting Notes and Action Items 
November 17, 2015, 3pm – 5pm 
William Jefferson Clinton Federal Building, Room 5213 

Attendees in Person 
Jim Woolford, OSWER/OSRTI Director 
Tracey Stewart, OSWER/OSRTI 
Cyndy Mackey, OECA/OSRE Director 
Rafael Deleon, OECA/OSRE/Deputy Director 
Patricia Mott, OECA/OSRE/RSD 
Manuel Ronquillo, OECA/OSRE/RSD 
Meshell Jones-Peeler, OCFO/OFM Acting Deputy Director 
Kevin Brittingham, OCFO/OFM/PCS 
Nikki Wood, OCFO/OFM/PCS 
Carol Terris, OCFO/OB Director 
Laura Ripley, OCFO/OB/TFAAS 
Andrew Erwin, OCFO/OB/TFAAS 
Marianne Dubinsky (Booz Allen Hamilton) 

Attendees via Phone 
Walter Mugdan, Region 2/ERRD Director 
Courtney McEnery, Region 2/ERRD 
Kristin Giacalone, Region 2/ERRD 
Serena McIlwain, Region 9/EMD Director 
Kathy Meltzer, Region 9/EMD 
Randy Sargent, OCFO/OFS/CFC 
Jessica Kwan (Booz Allen Hamilton) 
Tony Smaldon (Booz Allen Hamilton) 

Introduction 
The SASMC meeting commenced with the in-person attendees introducing themselves and Jim 
Woolford welcoming the attendees who were attending via phone. Woolford briefly described 
the agenda items and goals for the meeting that are listed in the PowerPoint presentation titled 
“SASMC_November 2015 Presentation_Final”. 

Highlights from the Past 6 Months 
Starting on slide 3 of the PowerPoint presentation, Tracey Stewart informed the group that the 
staff in the Office of Superfund Remediation and Technology Innovation (OSRTI), Office of Site 
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Update on Placing Special Account Funds in the Trust Fund and 
Investment Strategy 
Jones-Peeler recalled to the group that a new process for handling special account collections had 
been discussed at prior SASMC meetings because of the $1.4 billion dollar Anadarko settlement. 
Given the amount of the collection from Anadarko, OMB agreed to the establishment of the 
receipt account. Jones-Peeler stated that there were a number of accounting transaction 
challenges with the funds. The OIG raised questions during the financial statement audit because 
they felt that because the settlement funds placed in special accounts would be used for future 
costs the collection of past costs should not be considered earned revenue. To account for this, a 
new accounting practice was implemented in which special account money in the TR2B (past 
costs and earned revenue fund code) was moved to unearned revenue on the accounting side. 
Jones-Peeler said that there have been questions from the regions as to whether the TR2B fund 
code will no longer be used, but this is not the case; the TR2B fund code will continue to be 
used, but the transaction on the back-end will be altered to unearned revenue rather than 
classified as earned revenue. Ronquillo inquired whether the regions will continue to make the 
distinction between future and past costs, and Jones-Peeler confirmed that this will occur, but 
that it will appear as unearned versus earned. Woolford asked whether this change would be 
transparent on the program side or whether it should be a concern, and Jones-Peeler confirmed 
that it will be transparent but that the Resource Management Directive policy for special 
accounts will need to be updated. Stewart noted that the Consolidated Guidance now includes 
definitions of the special account fund codes, but that she believes the definition includes earned 
and unearned, which will need to be updated. Kevin Brittingham said that receivables can be for 
past or future costs, but on the accounting side they will all be considered unearned revenue. 
Stewart mentioned that on the previous National Special Accounts call, one of the regions asked 
whether the TR2B fund code would be eliminated. Jones-Peeler suggested informing the regions 
on conference calls to discuss the distribution of this information to the regions more effectively, 
as well as drafting an email to inform the regions of the changes. 
 
On the topic of investment strategy, Jones-Peeler mentioned that they now receive separate 
financial statements with a breakout of the investments for special accounts from the Bureau of 
Fiscal Services (BFS) due to the new point account system (i.e. 0.006). Jones-Peeler clarified 
that there is now a new point account for special accounts (.006), and a sub-account in the Trust 
Fund (68x8145.2) to provide the separate financial statements for investment of special account 
funds. Jones-Peeler stated that one of their goals is to work with Stewart to determine the timing 
of when special account funds will be used because they would like to use that information as 
part of their diversification strategy for investing the funds. Stewart said this could be used in 
discussions with the regions in regards to their planning data. Stewart noted that this could be a 
great opportunity to improve the planning data, as many regions are concerned with getting 
better interests rates on special account money, especially for funds that will be used in the long-
term.  Woolford noted that this also fits into the Remedial Acquisition Framework, whether all 
the money is needed up front or the money can be distributed over time. Stewart suggested that 
this be included in the Management Strategy, due in 2nd quarter FY 2016, as well as the Data 
Monitoring Plan. Nikki Wood mentioned the possibility of a more conservative approach for 
investing; she offered to do an analysis of the Return-on-Investments (ROI) for different 
investment options. Stewart noted that the SASMC may want to be involved in the discussion on 
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the timeframe for investing funds.  Woolford stated that the committee would like to see this 
analysis and be involved in this discussion, and Woolford asked those on the phone if they 
agreed that the committee should be engaged in conversations with OFM. Serena McIlwain 
agreed with this strategy. 
 
Wood proceeded to review slide 7 of the PowerPoint presentation and discussed sub-accounts 
within the Trust Fund based on the new accounting and financial procedures by the BFS. 
Ronquillo asked whether these sub-accounts were receiving the same interest rate compared to 
the Trust Fund account, or whether it depends on how the money is currently invested. Wood 
responded that the entire Trust Fund and sub-accounts earn interest as one pool of funds, but the 
financial statements and creation of a sub-account for special accounts allows for special account 
investments to be tracked separately from the rest of the funds in the Trust Fund. Woolford asked 
if there was anything that needed to be done prior to updating Chapter 15 guidance in terms of 
notifying the regions. Wood stated that enforcement participates in a monthly Superfund call and 
that this message should be organized and distributed to the regions and stakeholders. Woolford 
noted that there is a monthly call with the Division Directors, but that they could get on the 
agenda for this call. Jones-Peeler suggested that they would put together an e-mail to distribute 
the message. Next steps include monitoring the monthly Treasury prepared investment 
statements and provide an update of the new process at the next SASMC meeting. 

Notification/Request Process for Special Account Reclassifications, 
Transfer to the Trust Fund, and Account Closures 
Stewart discussed the review that was done for OSRTI’s FMFIA requirements in FY 2015, 
which occurs every five years. Special account reclassifications, transfers, and closures were 
reviewed in light of the OIG recommendation from their 2009 report to make sure that 
appropriate controls are in place to ensure that requested and planned actions occur as scheduled. 
Stewart then reviewed the current process for reclassifications, transfers, and closures on slide 11 
of the PowerPoint presentation: 

• During the planning process, regions review accounts and enter plans for 
reclassifications, transfers to the Trust Fund, and account closures in SEMS for the 
current fiscal year and following two fiscal years; 

• If the reclassification or transfer to the Trust Fund will be less than $200K, regions 
may notify the Cincinnati Finance Center (CFC) requesting them to complete the 
transaction and carbon copy Headquarters (HQ) staff; 

• If the reclassification or transfer to the Trust Fund will be $200K or more, the region 
must prepare a memorandum signed by the regional Superfund Division Director and 
send to the office directors for the Office of Emergency Management (OEM), OSRE, 
and OSRTI; 

• Regions may email requests to CFC for account closures, but must carbon copy HQ 
staff; 

• CFC can process reclassification and Trust Fund transfer requests for less than $200K 
without further action by HQ; and 

• Once HQ acknowledges receipt of the memo for actions of $200K or more, CFC can 
process the request.  
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Stewart noted that from the analysis of planned reclassifications, transfers, and closures between 
FY 2009 and FY 2014, not all planned actions were completed. About one third of all planned 
actions each year were pushed out to the next FY. Stewart and Ronquillo review special account 
plans twice a year during mid-year and end of year work planning and were able to use the 
planning data to track this ongoing trend. They found that even when modifications were made 
to the notification requirements for actions less than $200K versus more than $200K, the planned 
actions not completed still remained at around one third. Stewart commented that some of these 
plans changed to different planned uses, which HQ tracks through the work planning and mid-
year review process for planned uses of special account funds. 
 
HQ received all notification requests for reclassifications but did not receive notifications for all 
the transfers and closures that occurred. This seemed to be due to HQ only being carbon copied 
on requests to CFC for actions less than $200K, and in some cases regions forgot to carbon copy 
HQ on the requests. Stewart also noted that all of the tracking is currently done manually, as all 
notifications are received via email, and there could be errors due to the manual tracking of 
receipt of notifications. When a notification is sent to the CFC and it is not completed, HQ does 
not keep a record of why it is not completed. For example, there are issues with negative 
available balances in special accounts that cannot be closed and HQ is working with the CFC to 
keep track of why certain notifications have yet to be resolved. Stewart said that an action item 
for herself is to write why actions are not completed in the quarterly tracking of requests 
regardless of how the process may be improved in the future. 
 
Starting on slide 13 of the PowerPoint presentation, Stewart discussed a number of proposals for 
the committee outlined below: 

1. Automate notifications/requests via SEMS or SharePoint: By centralizing automated 
requests through one system it will allow regions, HQ, and the CFC to review status of 
these notification requests which will reduce errors in manual tracking and it will 
simplify the tracking for regions, OSRTI, and CFC. Included would also be the ability to 
request for the transfer of receipts and interest earned among accounts for a site. A 
member noted that SEMS was the preferred system highlighting the possibility of a 
linkage between the planning, requests, and completions.  

2. Create a checklist or form for all requests rather than using a memo: This would 
simplify the request process and provide additional efficiencies rather than requiring 
memorandums to be written or emails. If the checklist or form is generated through 
SEMS, some of the site data could be automatically populated from SEMS into the form. 

3. Include in the tracking of requested actions the reason it was not completed: This 
proposal would improve internal controls for incomplete actions by placing a follow-up 
mechanism. One member mentioned that if this was done through SEMS, CFC would 
need access to SEMS in order to provide reasons for why the requested actions were not 
completed. Stewart did not think this would be an issue based on preliminary discussions 
with the SEMS team in OSRTI. 

4. Approval process for actions greater than or equal to $200K: Currently regional 
Superfund Division Directors sign off on actions greater than or equal to $200K, which 
are then sent to OSRTI/OSRE/OEM office directors. Stewart inquired how OSRTI, 
OSRE, and OEM wanted to be notified under the automated process. 

 
















